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Dear Sir: 



This Reply Brief is being timely filed in triplicate pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §1.1 93(b) 
in rebuttal to certain characterizations and conclusions set forth in the Examiner's 
Answer mailed April 17, 2003, for the above-designated appeal. 
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Remarks 



Appellants respectively traverse the conclusion contained at page 8, paragraph 1 1 
of the Examiner's Answer that the fulhiess of the external buffer BF in Greenfield et al. 
would inherently have to be continuously monitored . Obviously, the fullness of the 
buffer in Greenfield et al. is monitored, but not continuously monitored, or more 
specifically to the claimed invention, not continuously obtained . Appellants wish to 
emphasize that the present invention arose fi"om Appellants' identifying of a deficiency of 
the Greenfield et al. teachings in this respect. The Declaration of Agnes Y. Ngai supports 
this conclusion. 

Appellants' specification notes that a disadvantage of the Greenfield et al. 
approach is that it is implemented in microcode, and therefore, buffer fullness is not 
continuously obtained (see specification, p. 14, line 31 - p. 15, line 2). Without a 
continuous view of the fullness of the buffer, the host processor must wait until the 
microcode goes in, polls the on-chip register and calculates the fullness of the FIFO. This 
created a latency issue with the Greenfield et al. approach that resulted in an inherent 
inaccuracy in the FIFO fulhiess reading (see specification, p. 15, lines 2-7). The present 
invention arose fi-om appellants' identifying of this deficiency of the Greenfield et al. 
teachings. 

Further, appellants respectively submit that Greenfield et al. is incapable of 
continuously obtaining the real time fullness of the extemal buffer. The Greenfield et al. 
microcode approach to buffer fullness calculation includes a sequence of instructions. 
Since Greenfield et al. must execute a sequence of instructions, the buffer fullness that is 
known at the end of processing this sequence of instructions is not known during the 
processing of the sequence. In other words, while the processor is doing the updating of 
the buffer level indicator, a true (i.e., instantaneous) buffer level signal is not retumed on 
a continuous basis. As one example, in the Greenfield et al. system, a buffer level 
indicator would be retumed approximately once per macroblock or per picture fi-ame. In 
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contrast, appellants' hardware logic continuously obtains the fullness of the external 
buffer. 



As a further characterization, claims 32 & 34 (for example) recite that the 
continuous obtaining includes obtaining the fullness of the extemal buffer (BF) every 
cycle of the encoder . Clearly, this continuous obtaining of the extemal fulhiess every 
encoder cycle is quite different from the buffer indicator obtained by Greenfield et al. 
Since the Greenfield et al. buffer fiilkiess calculation includes a sequence of instructions, 
and only one instmction may be, for instance, executed per encoder cycle, the microcode 
cannot obtain the buffer fulhiess every encoder cycle (see Ngai Declaration, p. 3, line 6). 
Thus, in Greenfield et al., the actual fiilhiess of the buffer is not continuously obtained 
every cycle, as recited in these claims. 

For the above-stated reasons, as well as for those set forth in the Appeal Brief, 
appellants respectively request reversal of all rejections. 
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